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Ttlis is a communication from the examiner in charge of your appltoi^p 
COIWMISSIONER OF PATENTS AND TRADEMARKS ^^^^ 



EXAMINER 



^ ^ ART UNIT I PAPER NUBflBfeH, 



DATE MAILED: 



This application has been examined 



E^^^lve to communication filed on /^//^/9^ □ ™s action Is made flnal. 

month{s). 0 days from the date of this letter. 



A shortened statutory period for response to this action is set to expire K.nH.n';;r^iJ s C 133 

F^iure to respond within the period for response will cause the application to become abandoned. 35 U.S.C. 133 

Part I THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENT(S) ARE PART OF THIS ACTION 

1. CB^tice of References Cited by Examiner, PTO-892. 
3. □ Notice of Art Cited by Applicant, PTO-1 449. 
5. □ Information on How to Effect Drawing Changes. PTO-1 474,, 



2. □ Notice of Draftsman's Patent Drawing Review. PTO-948. 
4. □ NoUce of Infomnal Patent Application, PTO-1 52. 
6. □ • 



Part II SUMMARY OF ACTION 

1. [irT ^-^^ , --^ ^-^^-^^ 

Of the above, claims " 3 (;> 



_ are pending in the application. 



_ are withdrawn from consideration. 



fTfri,,,,, ^^'^^ SD'J?^ "j-Q havet»en<.ncel.ed. 

□ ^ are allowed. 
Claims — — ' " 

■ PTr, ^-relected. 

P- , are objected to. 

5. LI Claims . — * 

6. n Claims ~ 



are subject to restriction or election requirement. 



7. □ This application has been filed With infom^ai drawings under 37 C.F.R. 1 .85 which are a^^^^^ 

8. □ Formal drawings are required in response to this Office action. 



9. □ The corrected or substitute drawings have been received on . 



Under 37 C.F.R. 1 .84 these drawings 



The corrected or substitute arawings nave oweu .ouc.y^u v^.. 

^e □ acceptable: □ not acceptable (see explanation or Notice of Draftsman's Patent Drawing Rev.ew. PTO-948). 

. has (have) been □ approved by the 



10. □ The proposed additional or substitute sheet(s) of drawings, filed on 
examiner; □ disapproved by the examiner (see explanation). 



11. [U Tha proposed drawing correction, filed , 



. has been □ approved; □ disapproved (see explanation). 



12.0<rKnowledgememismadeo„nedaim,orprio«,yunder35 U.S.C. 119. The ce.1»^ed^^h^^en receded □ no, been received 

□ been filed In parent application, serial no : Wed on ^O/^ J/yA ■ 

13 □ Since ti,is application apppears to be In condition lor allowance except tor fom,al matters, prosecution as to the merits Is dosed io 
accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle. 1935 CD. 1 1 ; 453 O.G. 213. 

14. □ Other 
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Applicant's election without traverse of the invention of 

Group I, claims 8-23, 27-29, and 35-36 and, moreover, the species 

of claims 8-15, 21-23, and 27-29 in Paper No. 6 is acknowledged. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. § 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless — 
(a) the invention was known or used by others in this 
country, or patented or described in a printed publication 
in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof 
by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or 
on an international application by another who has fulfilled 
the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 
371(c) of this title before the invention thereof by the 
applicant for patent. 

Claims 8-11, 13, 21-23, and 27-29 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a) and 102 (e) as being clearly anticipated by 
Miyachi et al. . 

Miyachi et al. disclose an apparatus which comprises a film- 
forming chamber 1 for forming an amorphous semiconductor film and 
a dehalogenating-hydrogenating chamber 2, see figure 5, for 
example. The two chambers are combined by a conveying device 13. 
The substrates 10 move between the two chambers without being 
exposed to outside air. Note in Example 14 that the 
dehalogenation-hydrogenation is preferably performed by light 
irradiation using, for example, an ultraviolet laser, a visible 
light laser or a carbon dioxide laser, see column 18, -Jriefrs' 29- 
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43. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 
of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Miyachi et al as applied to claim 8 above, and 
further in view of Yamazaki et al, U.S. Patent 4,888,305. 

Miyachi et al. is applied as supra. Miyachi lacks 
anticipation only of introducing the laser light through a window 
provided in the wall of the chamber. Yamazaki et al. disclose an 
apparatus for photo annealing non-single crystalline silicon 
films in which light irradiation is carried out by irradiating 
the interior of a reaction chamber with an excimer laser through 
a window, see figure 1 and column 2, lines 38-41. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan that the laser 
light used in the known method of Miyachi could be introduced 
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through a window provided in the wall of the dehalogenating- 

hydrogenating chamber thereby allowing control of the laser 

without exposing the substrate to outside air. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 
of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person. 

Claims 8 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being unpatentable over Begin et al. in view of Miyachi et al., 
Nakayama et al., and Kawasaki et al. further in view of Codama. 

Begin et al. disclose an apparatus for processing 
semiconductor wafers which includes satellite reaction chambers 
60, 62, 64 and 66 disposed around the periphery of central 
chamber 14, see figure 1. A robot assembly 16 comprising arms 
18, 20, and 22 is disposed in central chamber 14. Assembly 16 
moves the substrate 12 to any position within the apparatus. 
Begin lacks anticipation only of disclosing that reaction 
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chambers 60, 62, 64 and 66 comprise a light processing chamber, 
an etching chamber and a plasma doping chamber. However, 
apparatuses used for irradiating an amorphous silicon layer for 
dehalogenating and hydrogenating ^the layer, etching, and plasma 
doping are well known in the art, see Miyachi et al., Kawasaki et 
al., and Nakayama et al., respectively. Codama discloses a 
method of fabricating a thin film transistor which includes the 
steps of depositing an amorphous silicon layer, etching the 

silicon layer, the gate layer, and the gate insulating layer, 

ancL 

plasma doping the silicon layer to form source ^ drain regions, 
see column 1, lines 42-46, and hydrogenating the layer. 
Therefore, in light of the semiconductor device process disclosed 
by Codama, it would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to 
include a light irradiation chamber, an etching chamber, and an 
ion introducing chamber in the known apparatus of Begin et al. 
Claims 8-20 are provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as 
claiming the same invention as that of claims 8-20 of copending 
application Serial No. 08/160,909. This is a provisioneil double 
patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not in fact 
been patented. 

Claims 8-20 are directed to the same invention as that of 
claims 8-20 of commonly assigned co-pending application Serial 
NO. 08/160,909. The issue of priority under 35 U.S.C. 102(g) and 
possibly 35 U.S.C. 102(f) of this single invention must be 
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resolved. 

Since the Patent and Trademark Office normally will not 
institute an interference between applications or a patent and an 
application of common ownership (see MPEP § 2302), the assignee 
is required to state which entity is the prior inventor of the 
conflicting subject matter. A terminal disclaimer has no effect 
in this situation since the basis for refusing more than one 
patent is priority of invention under 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) and 
not an extension of monopoly. 

Failure to comply with this requirement will result in a holding 
of abandonment of the application. 

Claims 21-23 and 27-29 are provisionally rejected under the 
judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
as being unpatentable over claims 8, 10, and 11 of copending 
application Serial No. 08/160,909. Although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the vacuum apparatus of claim 8 must 
necessarily include an evacuable chamber as required in claim 21 
and the second chamber recited in claim 27 clearly encompasses 
the vacuum apparatus recited in claim 8. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection because the conflicting claims have not in fact been 
patented . 

The non-statutory double patenting rejection, whether of the 
obvious-type or non-obvious-type, is based on a judicially 



Serial No. 330,797 
Art Unit 1107 



created doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in 
the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or improper 
timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent. 
In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); In re Van Ornam, 
686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Longi , 759 F.2d 
887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); and In re Goodman, 29 USPQ2d 
2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.321 (b) and (c) may be used to overcome an actual or 
provisional rejection based on a non-statutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.78 (d) . 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of 
record may sign a Terminal Disclaimer. A Terminal Disclaimer 
signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

It is unclear in claim 20, line 1, what a "magic hand" is. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

The additionally cited references disclose various multi- 
chambered apparatuses for processing semiconductor devices. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to M. 
Wilczewski whose telephone number is (703) 308-2771. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Thursday, and Friday 
from 6:30 am to 3:00 pm. 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
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unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Olik Chaudhuri, can be 
reached on (703) 308-2546. The fax phone number for this Group 
is (703) 305-3600. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of 
this application or proceeding should be directed to the Group 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0661. 




MWilczewski : dw 
September 29, 1995 



MARYWILCZEWSKI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
GROUP 1100 



